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1. Introduction

As a result of the December 1978 workshop session of the panel on gravity
field and sea level requirements the resulting report ""Applications of a Dedicated
Gravitational Satellite Mission' (1979) contains a discussion on the kind and pre-
cision of gravity parameters to be provided through a dedicated gravitational
satellite mission. These requirements are in essence:

1. For geological or geophysical applications gravity data (gravity anomalies ?)
with a half-wavelength resolution of down to 100 km and an accuracy of 2.5
to 10 mgals depending on the application;

2. Oceanographers would need geoid height differences for distances of 100 to
3000 km with an accuracy of +10 cm.

The same report contains, in addition, a list of open questions concerning e. g.
the assumptions on the range rate data noise, the needed orbital accuracies, the
'best" gravity parameterization, the appropriate error measure a.s.0., to be
analyzed in further studies.

The purpose of this report is to answer part of these questions in an error
analysis for satellite-to-satellite tracking (SST) in the low-low mode, For the
influence of systematic and random uncertainties of the satellite orbit upon the
gravity estimates, a problem of high relevance, which is considered in Douglas
et al. (1980) too, sensitivity coefficients are derived. The study will also analyze
the dependency of the accuracy of the estimated gravity parameters on the meas-
urement precision, the altitude of the satellite, the separation and spatial
arrangement, and on the data coverage. As a conclusion of the above stated user
requirements the estimated parameters will be on one hand 1°x 1° mean gravity
anomalies (for geophysical purposes) and on the other hand geoid heights, and
geoid height differences, respectively, (for oceanographers). The estimation
model that allows without difficulties this type of flexibility is the least squares
collocation model. Because of some conceptual problems, this model will be
simplified, without any serious impact on the validity of the results, however.
Special attention will be put on the definition of a valid concept for the error
measure,

This study may be considered as complementary to those of Schwarz (1970)
and Kaula et al (1978) in that a different type of mathematical model is employed,
to Krynski (1978) because of the more operational type of model, and to Rummel
(1979) where for a purely theoretical model the optimal situation is analyzed. It
is also complementary to Rapp and Hajela (1979) who discuss in a very similar
manner the corresponding SST high-~low case,
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2. Observational Model for Range Rates

The range rate ) between two satellites at S, and S, is expressed as
b(slosﬂ) = :_.()3'212» (1)

where ..}512 = _.}_((Sg) - 3(51) is the velocity difference between the two space
probes, zmdﬂg_13 = p'lgu. the unit vector pointing from S, (with position vector
X1, expressed e.g. in an quasi-inertial frame) to S; and p is their distance.
From equation (1) the observational model will be derived, similar to the model in
Rummel et al. (1978) and according to guidelines developed in Grafarend (1979).
[Neither the original character of the range rate observations, as described in
Eddy & Sutermeister (1975) or in Barthel et al. (1978), which may be for example
fringe or doppler counts, nor the effect of non-gravitational and tidal perturbations
on the motion of the satellites will be considered in this context. ]

Each observed range rate £, attime t, is linked to the gravity field of the
earth, parameterizedby 8 = 8°+ §£ (B8°... known computed longwavelength
part of the gravity field, 68 ... residual part) through the position and velocity
vectors, X and X, of the two satellites:

Ly = Bt X(8)s Xa(8), X1 (B), Xo(B)) + € (2)

with €,...observation error. With er = (X \_'{1 )" for the complete state vector
and with Y,o for the state vector at t = t; (initial condition) a Taylor expansion of
equation (2) at the computed reference locations S] and S of the two satellites
yields;

Ly = Br(t;5),8s) + (grady; )] (S7)[(grady j Y1)'(S) 4Y10 +
(8radg Y,)" (S7) 88] + (grady, B)] (S5)[(gradvxY,)' (S5)AY,, +
(Kl'adgl'ﬂT (83)88) + €, (3)

where ¢, shall now contain, besides the measurement noise, the terms of second
and higher order of the series expansion. [The gradient of a vector shall thereby
expresas the gradient of the components the vector and constitute a matrix of
dimension (no. of gradient components) x (no. of vector components)]. Equation (1)
yields:

peHXs, - Fels )]

e’

- (grady, ) (S5) = (Brad, B)(S5) [

and in analogy to Schwarz (1970) we denote

-2-
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(grady | Y1) (5F)

il

L= ]
[
-

(grady,, Ya) (S5)

[}
©n
L]
-

[21 ’ 23]' = Qro

(gradg Y;) (S5)

]
I=

Y,
(grad g Y;) (8])

1+

W2 -W, = Wys .
Then equation (3) becomes
pt - C ! AYi0
L= B ol I LANKT: B 1 it ) SN (4)
€z Jt |7 AY¥a

(with C = i(.:a - bc 2:2 , according to Rummel et al. (1978), the cross-track
velocity) or as a formal matrix equation

r=BY+ABB+¢ (5

where

c“ic T AY c-lc T
r=4-g°% B=[p =l &', v =[], ana a=|" % wl.
- - = e AY - e pAKT

== 21 = .2

If D is the a priori variance covariance matrixof r and C, the second-order
moment ("covariance matrix', reproducing kernel) of _E with 68 assumed to
be an element of an infinite dimensional Hilbert space, then the best linear es-
timates for Y and 88 are, see e.g. Moritz (1972):

\ [AA_Y],O] [# -1 g] [pe—l g] -1 [pc—l g]
Y = =13 - 'l 3 e (6)
- &30 - €13 8 €1 47 L e 8z

————
xhowud 3

K
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Problems in using this type of least squares collocation solution come from
the difficulties in deriving the matrix Q of equation (8). It requires the connec-
tion of the mentioned Hilbert space with reproducing kernel (with Cq based on
a chosen degree variance model) with time dependent functionals such as the state
vectors of the two satellites. This conceptual problem and linked to it the problem
of the practical computation of Q for instance by numerical or analytical inte-
gration will not be investigated in this report. Instead an alternative approach will
be analyzed which comes also closer to the concept of 'direct gravity mapping"
as formulated by Muller & Sjogren (1968).

3. Observational Model for Range Rate Changes and Orbit Requirements

Instead of working with the range rates S one can also analyze their time
] derivative O , the range rate changes. Equation (1) yields:

P(8,,83) = Xy3* €12 + gm * €3 (9

For SST in the high-low mode Hajela (1978, p. 6) showed that the second term on
the right-hand side is negligible, a fact that tremendously facilitates the whole
model, It is to be shown that this is at least on an average the case for the low-
low version, too. With

X '€ = p3 (K1a - 8% = o3 C°.

equation (9) becomes

B (51,82) = Xz * €12 + PR C° (10)
Introducing the reference range rate change

Pl = }.5.:2 "€ t pL C?

as derived from some approximate state vectors and an ellipsoidal reference field
or, in addition, a set of known potential coefficients and assuming €,z and P>

to be known (which has no consequence on the following evaluations) one obtains

as difference:

66 = 06X

. -1 g2
9X,2 * €13 * P &, 11

Evaluation of the average 'magnitude of the second term on the right hand side of
equation (11) or of ™' 8X7% , since

pa &C° < o3t 6K, -

-4~
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From a linearization of the energy conservation law follows according to Wolff
(1969):

. . L1
X, = (6_xa'i&)2 = X ng,

where Xc is the mean velocity of the satellites and T,, = T(S;) - T(S,) the
disturbing potential difference. The average behavior of the earth's gravity

potential is expressed by a chosen degree variance model, with o;( T) the Vi
disturbing potential degree variances. On an average the second term becomes ;

E.g. for radial separation one obtains

therefore: J !

b

-1 8o 2 1 1 3

ave 86X = ave = T°) = —=—3 (var T(S,) + ”

(P13 9X12) ( Pla?ﬁz ) pla§°2 ( (54) ;

- 2 cov (T (8;), T(Sz)) + var T (Sj) ). (12) 1

Evaluation of the average magnitude of the first term on the right hand side of \

equation (11), i.e. of ¥

(. SRR IVE f;

} -
o |

8Xi3t €15 = FT(T(S) =TSy = Toyy s 4

and 1
!,

ave( 8X,, ° €13) = (var Tr (8y) - 2cov(T,(Sy), Tx(Sy)) + var Te(S3) (13) ? ’ﬂ

The average magnitude of the two terms on the right hand side of equation (11) for | T
the high low as well as for the low low mode is contained in Table 1. The values ;
have been determined - based on equations (12) and (13) - from equations (A5) and ;3

(A6), described in the appendix.

Table 1. Average magnitude of the two terms on the right hand i
side of equation (11) ]

|
mode wave lengths first term of (11) second term of (11) E
I} 10"° msec™? 10 ® msec™? z
high 2-w 18.068 0.277 - 10~°
-low 19 - 5.066 0.000,+ 10°°
low 2-® 1.498 0.244 + 107° >
~low 19 -® 1.078 0.016 - 10°° ‘




The numbers of Table 1 as well as the level of the observational noise,
to be discussed later, clearly indicate that the second term can be neglected
without significant loss of accuracy. The basic model will therefore be:

B(S,,S;) = gla * €13 (19)
From now on, range rate changes are considered as being observed. They are
obtained from range rates by numerical differentiation, as discussed e.g. in

Rummel et al. (1976) and Hajela (1978). The mathematical model of equation (14)
is linked to the observed range rate changes by

Lo o= Bt X@, Xa8) X8) XaB) + € (15)

Assuming for a moment the positions S, and S; of the two satellites to be known,
the dependence on the unknown gravity parameters 68= 8 - _§° is expressed by

Ly = B; (tss S1,8z) + @12'312 * &,
and since

0K%,, = 6K, - 8%, = (grad, T)(S) - (grad, T)(Sy)

grad T, ,
the observation equation becomes in vector form:

L = p°(t; S1,S;) + (gradgé(grad Ti2)) (8,,S2)08 e + € . (16)

In analogy to the last chapter the uncertainty of the satellite positions is taken
care of by

L = Be(ty; S1,83) + (grady B)" (S]) AKX, + (grady  B)' (S3) AXa

+ (gradgé (grad T,;)" (S, 8;) 88 <el, + ¢ amn

The terms (grady, p)' (S}) and (grady, £)' (S5) express on one hand the coeffi-
cients for an orbital improvement from the observed range rate changes, on the
other hand they define the sensitivity of the observations on orbit errors as ex-
pressed by AX, the difference between the actual and the reference orbit. This
type of coefficient matrix is denoted Q :

v
X, AX,

Expressing () in a local (&, ¢, n)-system as defined in Reed (1973) and assuming
radial separation of the two satellites, it becomes

. (-] e-l.. w“w ¢ c
Q = (grady B) 8 = (-p° (Xia -Peja) + 1 lepl i4,j=1,2,3

-6~
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©13 vlg Vé VIE:
Q - _pc—\ (VV]_a _b-c 0 ) + Vlcaﬁ < _p'l Vlg + Vlgg ,
0 v vl ) \vi"
44 ¥vy Py

where e.g. V,, stands for

ST
Q is now split into the contribution of the normal field, £, and into the average
contribution of the residual field, £, , i.e.:

Q=Q,+0 and

rg\ /rs
Qn = ‘p-l ré + rlge ’
o7 ré"
Tlca Tlgc
Q. = ave(-p™} Té ) + ave Tég
Y 73"

Magnitude of Q,

The T'-terms for the determination of 2, are (Heiskanen and Moritz, 1967,
p. 231):

g GM s a\d?
= - - 24+ a\ i
by ‘;r[l 1,}—-;1( 1) J’E<r/ Pgy(sing),
ré- SM 77, @\” dP 5
B r =1 3% r/ w '
"= o,
with GM ... geocentric gravitational constant
Jag ... spherical harmonic coefficients
a ... semimajor axis of the earth

P,y (cos @) ... Legendre polynomial.

Inserting the geodetic constants of the Geodetic Reference System, 1967 and
assuming a radial separation of 50 km at 200 km altitude one obtains at most:

7=




2

-0.272 - 107° sec” radial (8= 0°
Q, ={ 0.00084 « 10~ sec”® latitudinal (@4 = 45°)
0 longitudinal

For analongor cross track separation all three components are less than
1 E.U. =102 sec 2 which is obvious because of the distinct dominance of the
radial term in the reference field.

Magnitude of Q.

g 44

The average values for T,; and T,; are again taken from an adopted
degree variance model. Equations (A6) and (A7) of the appendix yield

Q,.: = ave (—y:)'1 Tlcg) + ave TE?: = 0.63 E.U,

The two other components will on the average be at most of the same magnitude.

The entire contribution, 69, of an orbit error AX; or 4&x, if expressed
in the (L, £, n)-system is:

66 = (Qn + ) Ax .

The orbit corrections 4X, and AXgz depend on the gravity parameters 68 (short
wavelength part) and on the initial state vector corrections 3X;o, and AX,, (long
wavelength part) and so does Ax . Of concern for the gravity parameter estimation
are unmodelled short wavelength effects. They are caused especially by non-
gravitational disturbances, and to a less extent (because of the long-wavelength
characteristic) by tracking error and tracking station uncertainties. The latter
when multiplied with short-wavelength coefficients, i.e. with 2., may cause
problems, too. In figure 1 the magnitude of the range rate change error due to

an orbit error for the terms Q§ (radialy, Q,,g (along or cross track), and

QS(é Q,E = Q,") are shown. It clearly indicates that especially the disturbances
in the radial component of the orbit are critical. There are also given three levels
of measurement precision (0.001, 0,01, and 0.1 mgal). Their relation to what is
actually feasible will be given later.

-8~
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Figure 1. Range rate change error due to an orbit error for the terms
Qs (radialy, 0,,5 (along or cross track), and 0.5(= Q5= Q.M.

In the following - after having some insight into the impact of errors on
the orbit - the orbital correction will be disregarded. From equation (17) the
estimation model becomes therefore:

4= B°(4i51,8;) + (gradgg (grad T 1)) (5,,8) 88 es + € (18)




or with

£=

1S

-8°(t35:,8;), and A = (gradgg (grad T12))" (S;, S2):

E=AB+e (19)

With D now the a priori variance covariance matrix of the range rate changes
r and Cg as before the best linear estimate of

min ( ||z - A Q@”E-x + 31@_@4‘\203—1 ) (20)

becomes

;]

[

(AT DA +Cghy AT D x
+D)7'r
=Lr (21)

where L = CgA' (ACgA" + D)7 is the estimator.

4, Computational Procedure and Error Measure

The goal of this study is to perform an error analysis of SST in the low-low
mode. The adequate error measure is the a posteriori variance-covariance matrix
for the gravity parameters to be estimated from a realistical arrangement of
sample points. The a posteriori variance-covariance matrix provides on one hand
a reliable measure of the variance of the quantities to be estimated and on the
other hand the covariance structure, too, which shows how independent the esti-
mates actually are. The commonly used form of the a posteriori variance-
covariance matrix, derived from equation (21), is:

Eg=Cg-CaA" (ACRA" +D) ACy. (22)

A A
Ep is the second-order moment E {[88 - 681(68 - _@]r} . With model equation
(19) and the estimate (21) one finds

E((88- 88158 - 881"} = E{(L(A 88 +¢)-8B1[L(ASB+e) -8B
BE{58%'} B' +LDL',

where B = (L A-1), ... identity matrix, and E{ ¢ }=0. The expectation opera-

tor has to be replacedbythe averaging operator, M, over the sphere, see e.g.
Heiskanen and Moritz (1967, p.258) to obtain

=10~

e e e e e e =




+LDL' (23)

This is an alternative formulation of equation (22). It presents with the first
term, BC g', the configuration inadequacy; B =L A -1 wouldbe 0 in the
optimal case, The second term shows the propagation of the measurement error,
Thus the contribution of the first term could be minimized by optimizing the con-
figuration, that of the second term mainly by improving the observational pre-
cision.

In equation (22) A C Ar is nothing but c B’ the a priori variance covar-
iance matrix of the observatxons, and C A the cross-covariance C Cgo between
the parameters to be estimated and the | range rate changes, or:

T

= - . ve -1 .
Eg = Cg-Cgp(Cp*+ D) Cpp (24)
Since from equation (14)
P = (X - KDrey, = (T, - 9T
where T will be referred to aknown reference field up to degree Lmax=12, a single
matrix element, [ij], of Cp becomes
Cp,u = 9_1'2,1 CUVT,-9T))i (9T =VTy), ) €13,

= 12»1[C{VT31 VTa}-C{7Ta,;;VTy,;} -C{VT,,;9Ts,,}

+ C{VTI’, H VTI.J}] €2 - (25)

The gradient is given in an earth-fixed (r, ¢, A) - system with

aT 13T 13T

v
T dr’r 3¢ "rcose 3A !

Thus, before inserted into (25) the unit vectors e,; provided in an earth-fixed
(x,y, 2)-system have to be transformed to the (r, ®, A) -system (see Hajela,
1978, p. 8) by

g_(ur'w')‘) ) (1 'Y+ %) and

-sin@ cos A sin®sind cosg

cos@ cos A cos ¢ sin A s'mcp]
w ) [
-8in A cos A

Similarily an element of C gp becomes:

Cgg,, = [C{88, 7T, ;] - cftiﬂ.v*rl',}l’gm'J . (26)

-11-




The subroutine COVAX described in Tscherming (1976} provides all needed
. /AT 1 3T 1 AT\ 4
covariance elements, Instead of the gradient elements — = ' T 3% | i

G N U S N
NEEERS yrY@' yrcoso X,
in units of (E,U., arcsec, arcsec), With ¥ ... normal gravity. The conversion is

carried out by means of the diagonal matrix

e.g. inunits of mgal [ =10"° msec™ ), it gives

-r 10° 0 0
0 ‘(y"acc‘ 0 c
0 0 -(y/0*)

Lma

The underlying degree variance model used in all computations is (see Tscherning
and Rapp, 1974):

425,28 (L -1 2
O, = ____(.__l mgal
ET -t + 29 [mgal™)

e e —
nma?

——
Oy

for the gravity anomaly degree variance, and
rs = 6.369 779 8 *+ 10° m .

for the radius of the Bjerhammar sphere, The computation of one single element i
of Qp requires 6 x 4 different covariance elements and is therefore very time ‘
consuming,

As an alternative we used therefore the subroutine COVA PP of Sunkel (1979).
This subroutine computes the covariance elements by a spline interpolation from
elements stored once for all in a table, The access is organized almost identical
to COVAX, For a sufficiently dense interpolation table both subroutines vield
almost identical results. COVAPP is much faster than COVAX but requires, of
course, additional core storage.

As described in the introduction the gravity parameters investigated in the
error analysis will be
- geoid heights and geoid height differences, and
- 1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies (which contain, roughly, information |
down to a half-wavelength of 100 km).
The estimates for mean gravity anomalies are obtained by averaging over 31
point estimates in each 1°x 1° block.

It remains to define the a priori variance covariance matrix D of the
observations. In a real world experiment one could depart from the original range
rate observations and derive from them range rate changes by numerical differen-
tiation, as described in Rapp and Hajela (1979). Since we are going to work directly
with range rate changes we have to define precision levels for them which cor-
respond in a well defined manner to range rate precisions. We define that certain
range rate and range rate precisions correspond to each other if the same piece

-12-




of information, e.g. mean gravity anomalies with approximately the same
standard deviation and the same resolution can be derived from them. In order
to deduce the equivalent precision levels the degree variance model of one
observed quantity, e.g, range rate changes equation (A6), is compared with
the corresponding degree variance model of the observation noise. The resolu-
tion of the measurement process is then defined by that frequency at which the
signal, represented by the degree variance model, is equal to the noise in
amplitude. For higher frequencies the noise would dominate the signal. In
order to have the same resolution for the observation type to be compared with,
e.g. range rates, the signal-to-noise ratio has also to be equal to one at

this "resolution frequency". Under this assumption one can deduce from the
degree variance model of the signal and noise of the second process - equations
(AS) and (A9) - the corresponding precision of the second process. Based on
the expressions for the degree variance models of signal and noise for range
rate and range rate change - derived in the Appendix - figure 2 is computed.
The graph relates range rate and range rate change ( = acceleration in the line
of sight) precisions, covers a range from an altitude of 150 km to 300 km of
the satellite system, and is valid for low-low and high-low configurations.

ms'zﬁ

107
1078
1077,

1078,

1073

v T y v P
0° 108 107 108 10°5 10%ms’

Figure 2. Range rate change (acceleration in the line of sight) precision
versus range rate precision.
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Figure 2 enables us to assign to each range rate precision introduced into

‘ the a priori variance covariance matrix D the equivalent precision for observed

E range rates. The observations are assumed to be uncorrelated and of equal
variance a: , or D=03 1. Representative range rate precisions which are

envisaged for coming experiments and the equivalent precision for range rate

changes are e.g.

v e ——— —_

10*ms™™ 4 1.5 10 ms™*
10 ms™? 2 2,2.10°ms™
10°ms™ 2 3.1.10" ms™?
10”7 124,010 ms™?

These numbers allow now to valuate the magnitude of the second term of equation
{11) (see table 1), and the impact of systematic and random errors in the orbit
as displayed in figure 1.

For numerical simplicity Cg in equation (24) is decomposed into its
eigenvalues: g

Cs =UAL (@

(U ... matrix if eigeavectors of C»: with U L‘ = U L =1, and A ... diagonal r
matrix containing the eigenvalues f) As discussed in Rummel et al (1979) this I
allows on one hand the repetition of the error analysis with various observation ,
noise levels 0, with solving the system of linear equations (27) only once and i
gives on the other hand a perfect insight into its stability behavior.

Equation (24) becomes then: ]
= - .. U *nly oo :
Eg=Cg-Cppl(aA+0a1y"U Cgy |
orwith Cgz U=V : !
- 1 ot '
Eg=Cg-V(A+0’DT Y, (28) |

where (A + 07 1) is a diagonal matrix with elements 1/(\, + 05°). Fora

separation of the contributions of BC,B" and LDL' of E Eg inequation (23)
the decomposition is also performed fér LD L' :

LDL' = Cgs(Cp + A (- I(Ccg+adl)” c,p

-1

= V(A + 002_” coal(é + Oo _I_)- yr . (29) i

Finally, it is necessary to generate sample points for the two satellites.
A circular orbit has been generated with the following characteristics:

-14-
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mission period 50 days
: inclination 68°
sampling interval 20 sec '
altitude of S, 200 km (and 150 km, 250 km, 300 km)
period 5301 sec

[ For stability reasons spherical distances of smaller than 0.3° between two

' adjacent sample points were not permitted. The area for which sample points
; are used in the analysis is [A]0° s A s 5°)] and [©]1° s < 9°). The

, resulting ground track coverage is given in figure 3.

A Figure 3 also contains the six 1°x 1° blocks for which the mean gravity

i anomaly error analysis will be performed. In order to pronounce the special

f features of a radial, along track, or cross track arrangement of the two satel-

' lites the second satellite is kept exactly in one of these modes throughout the
entire mission period for each run to be analyzed.
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Figure 3. Ground tracks with sample points and six 1°x 1°
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blocks for the mean gravity anomaly estimation.
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5. Results

All a posteriori standard deviations for mean gravity anomalies, geoid
heights, and geoid height differences will refer to a reference field of degree
and order 12, assumed to be known.

1°x 1° Mean Gravity Anomalies

Figure 4 shows the standard deviation of an estimated 1°x 1° mean gravity
anomaly (block no. 2 in figure 2) computed from the 74 sample points given in
figure 2 as a function of the assumed range rate change observational precision
o(P). The corresponding range rate standard deviation is also indicated. The
graphs are given for a cross track, along track, and radial separation of 250 km
of the two satellites at analtitude of 200 km.

The attainable accuracy of + 7.5 mgal for a radial separation is much better
than that derived from an along track separation which is again better than that of
a cross track separation. At a first glance this result surprises, The structure
of the gravity field in radial direction should be not much different from that in
horizontal direction. For instance the degree variance ¢,°(6,) of the radial
component of the gradient of the disturbing potential relates to that of the horizon-
tal components oza( 61 ) or 02(6,) (longitudinal and transversal), see equations
(A3) and (A4) of the appendix;

26 2.6
Py (6 = 2431 0 ‘2( 2) éz{cl(l) for 2> 12.
L a,’ () 07 (64)

The contribution of the pure error propagation part - LD L' of equation (23) -
also contained in figure 4 is the same for all three types of separation and almost
as low as the theoretical lower bound discussed in Rummel (1978), Thus the worse
results for along and cross track have to be caused by a configuration problem.
The correlation functions for acceleration differences at an altitude of 200 km -
figures 5a and 5b - and for the cross-covariance between a surface gravity anomaly
and acceleration differences - figures 6a and 6b -, both for separations of 10 km
and of 250 km provide an answer: The area covered by observations - see figure
2 - has only an extension of 8°x 5°. But whereas the correlation functions for
radial separation have a zero at approximately 5° and little power at spherical
distances greater than 5° this is not at all the case for along track separation and
even worse for cross track separation. Thus, the spatial arrangement of the two
satellites does not principally influence the results of the gravity parameter esti-

mation. For an along track or cross track arrangement only a larger area around
the estimation points has to be covered by observations to yield results of the
same quality as obtained for radial separation.




Figure 4. Estimated a posteriori standard deviation of a 1°x 1° mean gravity
anomaly as a function of the a priori range rate change or range
A rate precision in dependence of the spatial arrangement of the two
(0] ( A_g') satellites (altitude: 200 km; separation: 250 km) and the
contribution of L D L (equ. (23)).
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Figure 5a, Covariance function of acceleration differences for a
satellite altitude of 200 km and a separation of 250 km
(P; with ©=0° and A=0°; P, with ¢ =¥ and x=0%.
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Figure 5b. Covariance function of acceleration differences for a %
satellite altitude of 200 km and a separation of 10 km I
(P, with ©=0° and A =0°; B, with ®#=¢ and A=0%).
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Figure 6a.
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Cross—covariance function between a surface gravity anomaly and
acceleration differences at an altitude of 200 km and a seperation
of 260 km (P with@ =0%and X = 0° P; with o=y and A= 0°)
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Figure 6b. Cross-covariance function between a surface gravity anomaly and
acceleration differences at an altitude of 200 km and a separation of
10 km (P, with ©=0° and A =0°; P, with ¢ = ¥ and A =0°).

Next, the impact of the separation of the two satellites on the standard
deviation of the estimated mean gravity anomaly has been investigated. Figure
7 contains the graphs for ¢(2g) for a radial separation of 10 km, 50 km, and
250 km. T all cases the lower satellite is at an altitude of 200 km. The contri-
bution of L D _Ii" ,» equation (23), is given, too. As to be expected, the accuracy
of the estimated gravity anomalies improves with increasing separation, if
g(p), or 0(P) respectively, is kept constant. This resultis discussed already
in Rummel (1978) based on purely theoretical considerations.
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Figure 7. Variation of the estimated a posteriori standard deviation
of a 1°x 1° mean gravity anomaly with changing intersatellite
distance (altitude: 200 km; radial separation) and the

”~~
Lol contribution of L D L' (eqn. (23)).
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But not only the standard deviation of the estimates should be analyzed.
Small correlations are a measure of a high mathematical independence of the
estimated parameters. For block no. 2 (figure 2) and for an optimum of obser-
vational precision attainable in a gravitational satellite mission - £0.03 mgal
for 0(p) or +10”° ms~! for o(p), respectively - the standard deviation of the
a posteriori estimates and the correlations are presented in tables 2a through 2f.
They contain on the main diagonal the standard deviation of all six considered
1°x 1° blocks and on the off-diagonals the correlations among them. The results
are given for radial, along track, and cross track separations of 10 km and 250
Kkm at an altitude of 200 km. For radial separation almost perfect independence
is achieved. The results for along track and cross track separation show a
somewhat higher correlation in the direction of the separation. Again, this
higher correlation would decrease with data covering a larger area.

Table 2a, Standard deviation and correlations for the six
1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies,

1 [2]3[4]5]6
8.4 10230 (014|010 0.06| 1
82 +0.2310101017 01| 2
8.3 {006/ 011|014 3

84 1028/ 013| 4

radial
a(P)=10.03 mgal N
(0(p) =210 ms™") 8 026
r, =200 km

sep. 10 km 8 2

(o) BN &)
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Table 2b. Standard deviation and correlatioas for the six
1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies.

1 21 3]4 1516
127{-0.02-0.03{ 035/ 002 O | 1

13.3] 010 0231 041002 2
135/ 0.080.27[ 040 3
12.8{0.07{ 005] 4
along track
o(B) =*0.03 mgal _ 131101} 5
(2a(f) =% 10°ms™)
r, = 200 km
sep. 10 km 13[. 6

Table 2¢. Standard deviation and correlations for the six
1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies.

11213141516
1511 055{ 052} 0.21] 0.25/0.34] 1

1471 0.53] 0.26] 019} 0.25

1481 0.34)0.25{ 0.27

2
3
1531052|052] 4
5
6

cross track

a(B) =£0.03 mgal 1461053
(a0(®) =10 ms™")

r, = 200 km

sep, 10 km 1108
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1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies.

Table 2d. Standard deviations and correlations for the six

1123|411 5]6
6.9 010! 0.09+-0.32+-010002 1
6.8 |-004+010|-031|-010| 2
69 00210111032 3
6.5 F007| 009 4
o =20.09 mea 66 004 5
(20(0) =10 ms™")
r; = 200 km
sep. 250 km 671 6

Table 2e. Standard deviations and correlations for the six
1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies.

1123|4516
93]012]0.34/ 004{ 015 | 026{ 1
99 {0.02]0.27] 0.07(001| 2
1041019 {018{009] 3
104101013 4
;:%l;ii:::c:s mgal 108 002 5
(20(6) =2 10"°ms™) '
r, =200 km
sep, 250 km 113 6
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Table 2f. Standard deviations and correlations for the six
1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies.

1 [2[3[s]s5][6
129(050,0.70| 0.29] 028 040| 1

130{ 048] 0.29| 0.30 0.28
129|039 028|031
134|053/ 067] &

W I N

cross track
o(#) = * 0.03 mgal 131]1048] 5
(2o(®=:10" ms™)
r, =200 km

sep. 250 km 128 6

Another important factor influencing the quality of the estimated gravity
parameters is the altitude at which the experiment is performed. Figure 8 gives
the results analogous to figures 4 and 7 but now with a constant radial separation
of 50 km and for altitudes of 150 km, 200 km, 250 km and 300 km. The attainable
+5 mgal for a 1°x 1° mean gravity anomaly from only 74 observations of an al-
titude of 150 km would make it definitely worthwhile to fly the experiment at this
low altitude if the related technical problems could be controlled. The increase
of the accuracy with decreasing altitude is very distinct. Table 3 contains the
results for all six blocks analogous to tables 2 for an altitude 150 km.,




Figure 8,

G(A%)

Variation of the estimated a posteriori standard deviation
of a 1°x 1° mean gravity anomaly with changing experiment
altitude (radial separation of 50 km) and the contribution of
L D LT (eqn. (23)).
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Table 3. Standard deviations and correlations for the six
1°x 1° mean anomalies for an experiment altitude
of 150 km and a radial separation of 50 km.

1121314 ]5]6
51 | 0060.0210.31+006| 001 1

5.4 | 012 -006[-0.29;-006
5.4 1 00110,060.30

S TWEN

4.8 1 00910.01

radijal
o(%) =%0.03 mgal 51 1012
(20(p)=% 10® ms™)
r, = 150 km

sep. 50 km 51

S| wm

Finally, with a less optimal arrangement of the sample points with respect to |
the 1°x 1° blocks - shown in figure 9 - the whole analysis has been repeated. g
Representative for these results are the numbers for the six blocks given in ;
table 4 derived for a radial separation of 250 km at an altitude of 200 km. They

show, when compared with table 2d, a significant decrease in the accuracies of |
approximately 20%.
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Figure 9, Suboptimal arrangement of sample points
(compare with figure 3).
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Table 4. Standard deviations and correlations for the six
1°x 1° mean anomalies with a suboptimal
arrangement of the sample points.

11213456
8.4 |00 | 006-049}0.20| 003| 1
84 |0.02F024H062H0.23] 2
86 | 003+0.21-056| 3
91 }007/008{ &
radial
ol =% 0.03 mgal _ 85 1002} 5
(20(0) =*10° ms™%)
r, =200 km
sep. 250 km 88 6




Geoid Heights and Geoid Height Differences

In figure 10 the ground tracks are shown together with the locations for
which the a posteriori variances of geoid heights and geoid height differences
have been estimated (x) . Also contained are so called suboptimal locations

(8) . p ' ;
9.02

40°_
3.0°]

2.0°] 1 ]

o]
10 T T T T
0.0° 10° 20° 3.0° 40° 50°A
Figure 10. Groundtracks with the locations of the points for which

geoid heights are estimated ('"x'" optimal locations;
"A" arbitrary arrangement).
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The estimation of geoid height differences is discussed in Christodoulidis (1976)
: and Jekeli (1979). The a posteriori variance of a geoid height difference 6N
: between two points P, and P, is derived from the variances and covariances :
. ' of the point estimates by: ! .

02 {ON(P, - P;)} = 0®{N(P;)} - 2cov{N(P,);N(P)}+0°[N(P)} (30)

L Equation (30) indicates that mainly high correlations are responsible for low
variances or standard deviations of the geoid height differences. To me it seems
therefore no principal advantage to estimate differences of a quantity instead of
the quantity itself, except for the aspect of eliminating systematic errors with 5
long wavelength structure. Quite in contrast, equation (30) shows that for inde- b
pendent estimates the standard deviation of a difference is /2 times that of the ‘
point estimate. The characteristic of estimating differences is to be distinguished ]
from measuring differences, as e.g. in gravimetry, where the advantage may come '
from the measurement principle.

The results will be given for point no. 3 and for geoid height differences between v
points no. 3 and 4 (151 km) and points no. 3 and 5 (302 km). Figure 11 shows the
a posteriori standard deviation of the estimated geoid height N(P,) and geoid
height differences 8N(P, - P;) and ON(Ps- P,) as a function of the observational
precision ¢ (pP). The experiment altitude is 200 km and the separation 250 km in
radial, along track and cross track direction.

] Again, observational data covering a larger apreawould produce estimates of
similar quality for along and cross track separation as for radial separation. The
optimal number of approximately +0.70 m is achieved for 6N (3-4) in radial
separation. As to be expected from equation (30) the results for geoid height
differences depend very much on the correlation between the point estimates. This
produces usually a pattern of increasing a posteriori standard deviations for geoid
height differences with increasing distance of the two points, and point estimates
slightly worse than the geoid height differences for small distances. Especially
good estimates for geoid height differences are obtained when the two points are
located along the direction of separation of the two satellites, either along or
cross track.

The dependence on the separation distance of the two satellites is displayed
in figure 12. In all cases a radial separation of an altitude of 200 km is assumed.
As for mean gravity anomaly estimates the results improve with increasing inter-
satellite distance.

.
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Figure 12, Variation of the estimated a posteriori standard deviation
of the geoid height N(P,) and the geoid height differences

q Sy ON(P -P,) and ON(Ps- P,) with changing separation of the
G(N), o-(bN) two satellites (altitude: 200 km; radial separation).
m

20

—— N(3)
“ ——— ON(3-4)
- &N (3-5)

v 7 I L v L]

0.001 001 o(s) 01 10x10°ms™2

01 o) 10 10.0x10°ms!
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Rather heterogeneous looks the picture for the analysis of the dependence
of the estimates on the experiment altitude, shown in figure 13. The standard
deviation of the point estimates increase with decreasing experiment altitude.

The reason for this paradox result is again the comparably small area covered
by the sampling points. For, the cross-covariance function between surface
geoid heights and the radial component of the disturbing potential shows a first
zero at about 7° with a comparably high correlation for large spherical distances.
For geoid height differences the a posteriori standard deviation would agree with
the anticipated behavior - decreasing standard deviation with decreasing experi-
ment altitude - but only for very low range rate change or range rate noise level.

Finally, the results for points located along a ground track (' x " in figure
10) are compared with those for points located arbitrarily, somewhere hetween
the ground tracks (" A " in figure 10). Table 5 contains the a posteriori standard
deviation for three point geoid height estimates and two standard deviations for
geoid height differences, all for a radial, along and cross track separation of
250 km at 200 km altitude, and for a radial separation of 50 km at 150 km and 200
km, The left of each pair of columns shows the numbers for the optimal point
locations, the right columns those for the arbitrary locations. A significant
dependence on the point location can only be seen for radial separations whereas
for along and cross track separations the point lo:ation plays no distinct role.

Table 5. Estimated standard deviation for gecid heights and geoid height
differences assuming a range rate change precision of =0.03
mgal for an optimal and an arbitrary location of the estimation
points, see figure 10 (altitude/separation).

radial along track| cross track| radial T radial
o(p) =0.03 mgal | 200/250 200/250 200/250 150/50 | 200 /50
(©(f) =10"ms™) |
opt.| arb.| opt. | arb.| opt.| arb. | opt. arb.‘ opt. | arb,
|
m m m m m m m m ‘i m | m
N(Pj3) 0.891 0.94{ 2,22} 2.23| 3,03 3.04 ! 1.36 1.42{ 1.17l 1.20
N(P,) 0.901.01) 2,24 2,28 3,01} 3.02 | 1.40{1.53}1.13.1.31
N( Ps) 1.08) 1,15} 2.31| 2,47 | 3.03)! 3,06 1 1.65[1.78| 1.41 1.49
GN(P4-P:,) 0.7210.98/ 0,94 0.95|1.67] 1.76 ’0.73 1.03;0.77:1,04
GN(P5~P3) 0.94|/0.9611.17| 1.412.69] 2.69 . 1.23]|1.29 1.1311.14
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Figure 13. Variation of the estimated a posteriori standard
deviation of the geoid height N(P,) and the geoid
A la) :
O-(N) G(BN) height differences SN(P, - P,) and ON(Ps-P.)
’ with changing experiment altitude, given in km
m (radial separation of 50 km).
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Information Content Per Frequency

Of special importance for the user is that the estimated gravity parameters
really contain information down to a half wavelength of 100 km, orupto £ = 180
in terms of spherical harmonics. We computed therefore from the given data
the variance and standard deviation of the geoid height of point no. 3 for the fre-
quency ranges {£]13 s £<=}, {2]121 5 £ <=}, and {£|181 < £ < =}
separately and compared the information contained in the ranges 13-120, 121-180,
181-=, Table 6a gives the values for the a priori standard deviation, a posteriori
standard deviation and the ratio of a posteriori to a priori variance for the three
spectral ranges for a radial separation of 250 km and an altitude of 200 km. Table
6b contains the corresponding information for a radial separation of 10 km.,

The ratios of the a posteriori to a priori variance indicate that

~ considerable information is contained in the frequency range from 121 to 180
(1:15),

~ almost no information has been extracted from frequencies higher than £ = 180
(1:1.2 and 1:1.7 respectively)

- the improvement of the larger separation of 250 km against that of only 10 km
comes only from the low frequencies (1:52 versus 1:22).

Table 6a. A priori and a posteriori standard deviation and ratio of
the a priori to the a posteriori variances for three spectral
ranges (altitude: 200 km; radial separation 250 km).

spectral ranges
13 -120 [121-180|181 -

a priori .47 | 053 | 0.46

r.m.s.

a posteriori [ 76 | 0.14 0.36

r.m.s.

t. ; . . .
apostvar | 1.5 | 145 | 1:17
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Table 6b. A priori and a posterori standard deviation and ratio of
the a posteriori to the a priori variances for three spectral
ranges (altitude: 200 km; radial separation 10 km). f

A

- spectral ranges
f 13-120 [121-180]181- = |

‘f a prior 547 | 0.53 | 0.46

r.m.s.

a posteriori 117 0.14 0.42

rm.s.

apost. var | 4,99 | 115 | 1:12 ;
apriori var. ;
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6. Summary and Conclusions

The goal of this study was an error analysis for 1°x 1° mean gravity
anomalies, point geoid heights, and geoid height differences derived from ob-
servations in a '"low-low' satellite-to-satellite tracking experiment. The chosen
estimation method was least squares collocation. In order to facilitate the mathe-
matical model not the range rates themselves but their time derivatives, i.e.
range rate changes or line of sight accelerations, were assumed to be given.

The orbit requirements were treated separately in an empirical sensitivity
study. If we assume a range rate change precision of =0.03 mgal (=10 °m s™)
and want to keep systematic errarsbelow 1/10 of this level, unmodelled high fre-
quency disturbances,in the orbit, e.g. due to drag effects, would have to be kept
below 1 ¢m in radial direction, and 1.5 m in along or cross track direction.
Thus, a drag-free capability or a system of micro-accelerometers seems to be
necessary. Unmodelled long wavelength errors modulated by short wavelength
model coefficients have to be kept smaller than around 10 m independent of the
direction of the separation, and should therefore be no limiting factor,

The a posteriori standard deviations of the 1°x 1° mean gravity anomalies
were analyzed as a function of the experiment altitude, the separation, the spatial
arrangement of the two satellites, and the location of blocks with respect to the
sample points. For a separation of 250 km of 200 km altitude and a range rate
precision of £0.03 mgal a standard deviation of +6.5 mgal was derived, with
almost no correlation between the individual blocks.

The same criteria, i.e. experiment altitude, separation, spatial arrange-
ment of the satellites, and the location of the points with respect to the sample
points, were examined for geoid heights and geoid height differences. The
results for geoid height differences depend mainly on the level of correlation
between the point estimates. For small distances, e.g. 150 km, they become
as low as 0,65 m (altitude 200 km, separation 250 km, @(H) = +0.03 mgal).

For point geoid heights (and the same situation as above) about +0.80 m are
feasible. In addition, the information content in the three frequency ranges from
degree 13 to 120, 121 to 180, and 181 to infinity was investigated separately. The
decrease of the a priori variance by a factor of 12 in the frequency range from
121 to 180 shows that sufficient short-wavelength information - down to half wave-
lengths of 100 km - can be deduced from the low-low SST experiment. Throughout
the analysis a reference field up to degree 12 was assumed to be known perfectly.

Whereas the results. for mean gravity anomalies would satisfy in resolution
as well as in accuracy the defined demands of geophysicists, the obtained numbers
for geoid heights and geoid height differences are not sufficient for most oceano-
graphic purposes. On the other hand, it is worthwhile to remember that the derived
geoid height precision of £0.80 m is very well comparable with the excellent result
for sea surface topography, as obtained from GEOS-3 altimetry.
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Appendix

The degree variance model underlying all further derivations is the one
published by Tscherning and Rapp (1974) for gravity anomalies

Oza(Ag)=s£*2 A(e-1 Loz

Z-2)4+B)  ° 40 (A1)

where s = (Tas/r»°) is the square ratio of the radius of an adopted Bjerhammar
sphere and the geocentric distance of the point under consideration, A = 425.28

mgaPand B = 24. Then the degree variances of the disturbing potential, and of
E the radial and horizontal components of the gradient of the disturbing potential
become:
2
3 - qf+1_Ts8
05 (T) = s (T-’T)"'cl’ (A2)
¢+1¥
02(6,) = s’“’a (t_—1> ¢y, and (A3)
2 L(2+1
o) (8g) = 0% (6y) = 3sh? —(—h)—%cz. (A%)
The square of the velocity difference of two satellites is, according to e.g. Wolff

* . d M
(1969), approximated by 95312 = "'lc—cz T,> where X*? = (%—:) is the mean
velocity. Thus the degree variance model for a veloc ity difference for instance
in radial direction becomes:

" 1 rp Wt
of (6%l = o= (1- (3 ) oD (A5)
with r, and r, the geocentric radii of the two satellites. Similarily, the degree
variance model for an acceleration difference, again in radial direction, is:

o} (%) = (1 -(ﬁ)’w)a a? (61) . (A6)

Equatijons (A5) and (A6) are slightly optimistic degree variance models for range
rate, and range rate change signals. They are optimistic in the sense that one
assumes the two satellites to be arranged in such a way that they either sense
perfectly the radial or the horizontal component. Finally, the degree variance
model for the second radial derivative is

a (L+1)° (£+2)°

a3 1 A L+
(o4 =
l(T ) s ) of:-T™ (l-l)

Cz . (A7)

E . A comparison of signal and noise requires a degree or degree-order model
E | for the noise, too. We postulate white noise behavior and approximate its covari-
ance function by a first-order Gauss-Markov model, e.g. for range rates:
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2B = md e’ (AR)

with mo ... variance of the random observation error,
¢ ... inverse correlation length, and

¢ ... spherical distance.
A harmonic analysis on the sphere yields for a coefficient of degree { and order

m of the noise process:
t]
€pid) = 2 2 (A9)

The inverse correlation length ¢ (units of arc) is derived from the correlation
length in time units, tc, or length units, s., by:

a _ p I»
¢’ = = —
CYTP (A10)

where p = 2r (rp:‘/GM)é is the orbital period, Eguation (A9) holds for the degree-
order variance of the noise of any type of obse rved quantity if only the corresponding
noise variance and correlation length are inserted.




